Introduction
A major difference between traditional social work education and sociology is the educational setting. Sociologists have tended to teach their students within a classroom setting. Social work educators, by contrast, have traditionally engaged their students in the application of knowledge in practice through placements in social work agencies, in addition to classroom based learning. The sociology internship course described in this chapter enacts an approach traditionally used in social work education, by placing its students in the community to conduct a small research project. This is a change in direction for sociology teaching and represents something akin to what Burawoy (2005) called a public sociology, transcending the traditional academic focus on "professional sociology." In his presidential address to the American Sociological Association, Burawoy noted the "growing gap between the [professional] sociological ethos and the world we study" (Burawoy 2005, 7) . Cook (2011, 7) operationalized "public sociology" as a public good, stating, "By taking the knowledge, skills, and techniques of good sociological research, we can improve our communities and help generate a stronger foundation and enhance everyone's quality of life." Public sociology and internships have a natural synergy, as sociology students who participate in community-based research gain a greater proficiency in undertaking the entire research process (Bach and Weinzimmer 2011) .
Another area in which sociology can learn from social work is the latter's focus on research mindedness, which promotes the integration of research and practice. A definition of research mindedness was derived from working papers produced in 1995 and 1997 for the Central Committee for Education and Training in Social Work (quoted in Research Mindedness for Social Work and Social Care 2002, 95) :
[Research mindedness is] a faculty for critical reflection informed by knowledge and research; an ability to use research to inform practice which counters unfair discrimination, racism, poverty, disadvantage and injustice, consistent with core social work values; an understanding of the process of research and the use of research to theorise from practice.
This chapter discusses the attempts by the author, a sociology lecturer at the University of Otago in New Zealand, to instill research mindedness within his students. The chapter examines the experiences of final-year undergraduate sociology students enrolled in a research methods internship class in which students worked in small groups (two to three persons), researching a community project for a client. The students' goal was to produce a written report, a pamphlet, a poster, or a video for their client during the 12-week semester. The course was taught for three years; after each year the course outcomes were analyzed in comparison with course objectives (Tolich 2012; Tolich, Paris, and Shephard 2014) . After each year's analysis, the course was modified to make it more student-centered. The increasingly autonomous learning environment led to noticeable advances in the development of students' research mindedness and their self-identification as researchers.
The rest of this chapter discusses various aspects of the course over the three years it was taught. First, motivations behind course design are described, along with the reasons an experiential learning frame was chosen. The course structure ensured that, although the students often stumbled, they were able to regain their footing. The next section documents the initial course setup, including gaining preapproval for all five research sites. Although preapproval and other scaffolding supported and guided the students, this essentially led them to an overly controlled research process. Next, the course's evolution over the three years is discussed. In each successive year, more of the supportive scaffolding was dismantled, leading the students to partake in something more akin to the kind of independent research that they might undertake as an entry-level policy analyst with a nongovernment agency or a government department. The students' experiential learning is then described, including their experiences of fear as they responded to their first encounter with doing research for a real client. Finally, the students' own descriptions of the internship course are provided, including their perceptions of how the course differed from the intermediate research methods course that all of the students had completed in the previous year. One astute student, reflecting on the intermediate research methods course and the internship course, described the intermediate research methods course as preschool and the internship as elementary school. Students did not, through this course, become competent researchers capable of independent research akin to the holder of a PhD or a lecturer. They did, however, become research minded, and they came to view themselves as researchers.
Course Motivation and Design
The internship course was developed in response to the observation that sociology students are systematically disadvantaged in comparison with social work students, in that sociology students have fewer vocational options. Social work students start their university studies expecting that, in three or four years' time, they will become qualified social workers. That pathway is very clear. Moreover, during their third and/or fourth year of education, in New Zealand as in many other countries, social work students spend up to 120 days in internship placements, which somewhat cements this path. For sociology students, the pathways are not as clear. In the book, Great Jobs for Sociology Majors, Lambert (2008) listed five pathways that sociology students can follow: into teaching, into human services, into human resource management, into public employment, or into research. (While the internship course described in this chapter focuses on research, it positions research not as a job destination but rather as an integral part of any job in the social sciences or human services). Typically, sociology students are told that there are multiple job destinations out there and that the potential is limitless. How to get those jobs, however, and the routes toward them, are not made clear in any of the key sociological texts, including The Sociological Imagination (Mills 2000) or Invitation to Sociology: A Humanistic Perspective (Berger 1963) .
The American Sociological Association website (2014) illustrated how sociology graduates are promised limitless employment destinations:
Employers today want to hire people who have creativity, innovation, and critical thinking skills. They want to hire people who have multi-cultural and global understandings, strong math and science skills, and excellent written expression. Studying sociology has helped you gain the skills you need.
Some other sites describe skill attainment as well as destinations, but it may nevertheless be unclear to students how these are linked. As an example, the website (2014) of New Zealand's Victoria University, in the section titled "What can I do with a degree in sociology," stated:
In an increasingly diverse labour market, the ability of Sociology graduates to understand social differences in human relationships lead them to meaningful careers in public policy, community and social services and law enforcement. In addition, Sociology students gain competence in the use of theoretical and scientific methods of research to investigate the social world by collecting, evaluating and disseminating empirical research findings. These skills prepare students for various research and analyst positions in the public, private and non-profit sector where they can conduct surveys, analyze census data or engage in participatory research.
The research methods internship course at Otago University was intended to assist students in making connections between skills and theories learned in the classroom and entry-level employment. The students were specifically prepared for an entry-level policy analyst position. Additionally, because the expectation was that students would be working in a team rather than as independent researchers once they gained employment, the course enabled students to develop collaboration and other teamwork skills that are important in other careers. The course developed dual discourses; one thread comprised the four parts of the overall assignment: the literature review, the construction of a research instrument, the data collection and analysis, and the final output. The other thread focused on what Kuh (2008) called "experiential learning." Kuh (2008, 25) noted that experiential learning is well established pedagogically: "Students who are involved in educationally productive activities in college are developing habits of the mind and heart that enlarge their capacity for continuous learning and personal development."
Experiential learning is an important thread, but Bandura (1997) warned that the experience comes to nothing if it does not also enhance the students' confidence. Quinney and Parker (2010, 3) 
For instance, a student who has read widely and assimilates knowledge concerning qualitative research methods may articulate this well in the classroom and may indeed be at an advantage to someone who has not undertaken such prior study. However, if the student does not have a strong self-belief that she is able to read and critically appraise a piece of qualitative research or execute the actions necessary to develop a qualitative research proposal, she is not likely to succeed in applying that knowledge.
The internship was designed to allow students to experience both the highs and the lows of conducting research, while enhancing their sense of self-confidence. Students had to take responsibility for multiple roles: the student, the ethical researcher, the team member, the representative of the university, and the "expert" who had knowledge that people respect. Each year, based on increased understanding of the students and the tasks undertaken, parts of the scaffolding that had been set up to support the students were dismantled, thereby enabling their confidence in their own research abilities to grow.
Initial Course Design: Painting by Numbers
Months before the course commenced, five community organizations chose to be involved in the internship ):
• Dunedin City Libraries' Mobile Library • Otago Daily Times' Dawn Patrol (young newspaper deliverers) • Dunedin's four food banks • University of Otago's Marine Science Outreach for gifted and talented school children
• University of Otago's Science Wānanga program for Māori high school students (Wānanga is a Māori word that loosely translates to "place or system of learning.")
The lecturer spoke with these clients, planned the research projects, and wrote ethics applications for each, outlining the entire project, including indicative interview questions. Ethics applications require that the research question be stated and the research instrument (such as a survey or an unstructured interview guide) be identified. A clear statement on the form of research output is also required. To ensure a safe experience, the course lecturer made many command decisions, such as whether the output should be a pamphlet, a poster, a video recording, or a written report. Previous experience had indicated that some outputs, specifically video recordings, could be ethically problematic; the camera is said to add "ten pounds of ethics" (Sieber and Tolich 2013, 79) . It was also anticipated that the ethics application could take some weeks to process, and avoidance of any delay was seen as important.
In hindsight, some of these processes used in the course's first year, though well intentioned, were seen to be overcontrolling. The result was that the students were engaged in something akin to painting by numbers. They took part in research projects that were already commissioned, with all the complex decision making having been done prior to the first day of class. They missed out on the experience of teasing out the project with the client and all the uncertainty involved in that process. They were denied the experience of writing up a research proposal for a client. Many of the tasks required to complete the ethics applications were skills they needed to acquire and should have been seen as essential components of their experiential learning. Many of the course benefits were undermined, and a great learning opportunity was missed.
Commencing project planning before the course began was found to have other detrimental effects. The predetermination of research design also excluded clients from the four stages of the project. For example, the literature review written by the students was evaluated internally, with no expectation that it be shared with the client. This thinking, though again well intentioned (not wanting to burden the client with the internal machinations of the class), was pedagogically unsound. It also overlooked the interest that clients might have in the outcomes of the students' work. A follow-up survey of the clients in 2012 , after the first year of the course, found that clients were disappointed with the lack of opportunities provided to them to participate in and receive feedback about the project outcomes. Having signed up to be part of the students' internship, they wanted to be more involved. They especially wanted to read the literature review on their topic, to see what information the students had gathered. One client was especially frank, saying that the literature review would have been more valuable than all the other information the students gave her during the life of the project . She also said that, had she been able to read the literature review, she could have forestalled the students' unproductive pursuit of a red herring. This oversight-neglecting to ensure that literature reviews were provided to clients-was a missed opportunity in two ways. It not only denied clients access to important information; it also robbed the students of an experiential learning moment: the opportunity to be seen as learned scholars in the eyes of the client.
Dismantling the Scaffolding
For the second year of the course, several elements of the supportive scaffolding were dismantled. Ethics applications, rather than being written by the lecturer ahead of time, were written (still by the lecturer) during the course, after clients and students had agreed on the topic and, more important, once they had agreed on an output (a written report, a pamphlet, a video, or a poster). In many cases the projects were not deemed high risk, and the ethics application could be signed off overnight by the head of the sociology department. For the few high-risk projects that needed formal ethics review, applications were reviewed within a three-week time frame.
The second year of the course provided opportunities for students to take more responsibility for their projects. Students in that second year commented in their reflective journals that they were completing their projects not just for the lecturer or for the final grade but also for the community organization or client with whom they had worked. Students were clearly conscious of their accountability to their clients. For example, after they received critical feedback on a video they had created, one group of students reedited the video before giving it to the client. Another group of students, who had worked on a pamphlet in the area of intellectual disability, rewrote the pamphlet for their client after it had been critiqued and marked as a final course assignment.
In the third year, the lecturer stepped back further, taking a more relaxed attitude toward the class and further dismantling the scaffolding. In years one and two, all the research sites had been initiated and secured by the lecturer. In year three, some groups of students were allowed to choose their own topics or research sites. This redirection occurred in week one of the course, when the students individually met with the lecturer to discuss their research interests. During these 30-minute discussions, two students independently mentioned that they were employed as support workers to the same physically and intellectually disabled child and that they accompanied this child to a karate club for disabled children on Saturday mornings. They suggested that this would be a good site for research. Following this, the lead karate instructor was approached and agreed to participate in research with the students.
Another example illustrates the increased flexibility that was incorporated into the course in its third year. In the second week of the course, after all the groups had been formed, an additional student wanted to join the class. This was seen as having the potential to disrupt the developing micro work culture, or what Fine (1979) defined as an idioculture, of any group she joined. The student described her interest in the topic of sexual violence toward women and her plans to research that topic in a subsequent honors degree. The local rape crisis center was contacted, and a project was initiated that the student could work on by herself.
More flexibility was also introduced around the outputs the students produced. Students made all final amendments to their final reports, rather than the final approval being with the lecturer, as had previously been the case. This refocus enhanced the students' experience of being a researcher and helped them learn to cope with the frustrations that come with this role. It enabled students to be seen by their clients and themselves in the researcher role and to be held accountable for the project. Development of this accountability was more important than the output that was actually produced. If the students finished the course knowing how and why they could do the research project differently the next time, this would be an excellent outcome; they would have learned reflexivity and would have become truly research minded.
Experiential Learning: The Fear Factor
The experience of fear was a significant factor for most students in all three years that the course has been offered. The causes of the fear varied among students, and it was difficult to predict what fear would emerge for which student. Some found it difficult to work in teams, some were shy and found it difficult to approach a client, and some had difficulty with public speaking, which became evident when they were asked to report to the class each week. (One student's fear of public speaking was so severe that he was referred to either the university's student health center or the local Toastmasters International club. He chose the latter.) Many students found it difficult to be identified as a researcher representing the university.
The first fear that students commonly experienced was meeting the client, which some students found to be nerve-racking. Three students were overwhelmed when meeting 40 young mothers and their babies en masse for the first time; one student described it in her journal as "really intimidating," and she asked herself why she was invading their space. It is notable, however, how fleeting this fear was for most. In the first of their four reflective journals, many students remarked how scary it was to meet the client, but when asked about their experience a week later, none of them mentioned having felt afraid.
Some research groups met challenges along the way and spent considerable time in a state of frustration, waiting for research subjects to sign up to take part in the project or trying to establish a time when all of the team could meet the client. Delays in research are inevitable, and "waiting" is an important skill for researchers to learn.
Attempts were made to ease the burden of uncertainty and fear. Breaking up the project into four different parts was helpful, as it meant that at any time students were looking only at one aspect of the project: the literature review, the research instrument, the data analysis, or the final presentation. When approached incrementally, these tasks were all manageable.
Working in teams was also ultimately stress relieving for the students. Some had never worked in teams before, and some found the expectation that they were to contribute to the team quite difficult. Nonetheless, students drew on each other's different experiences and were supported by this. For example, some students were terrified at the prospect of doing interviews, and others were not. For those who were fearful, observing someone else conducting an interview gave them the confidence that they could also conduct one.
The availability of the lecturer was a large factor in easing students' fears. Students said that their greatest resource was their ability to email or see the lecturer when needed (Tolich, Paris, and Shephard 2014) . He was often able to suggest solutions or find a different way of approaching people. For example, when students were unable to gain sufficient interview participants, the lecturer wrote a "professorial" email that brought a much better response rate than had the students' email. He sat in on interviews when requested by a group whose 20-minute interviews were lasting only 4 minutes. He was able to help the students learn to allow silence in the interviews and thus elicit further responses-a learning experience that could not have been gained in the classroom.
Some students were overconfident and evinced no fear. This occasionally led to problems developing rapport with either the client or the research participants. In year one, a student entered the research site on the first day, went straight to the site manager, who was serving customers at the time, and asked about the site's mission statement. This incident came close to ending that project. In subsequent years, students were taught to slow down and respectfully create rapport with clients before beginning data collection. At the outset of projects in year three, some groups of students were going to research sites to promote their questionnaires. It was suggested that they follow a process that began with developing rapport. Students were advised to first introduce themselves to potential research participants and to talk about their interest in this particular community group. In other words, they were to present their intentions so that potential participants could make fully informed decisions about whether to participate.
Research mindedness requires students to think about themselves as researchers in a variety of ways. As an integral aspect of conducting themselves as professional researchers, students were required to develop a safety plan (Sieber and Tolich 2013 ). This could be as simple as making a phone call to another person, both before and after meeting a participant for an interview. Safety also entailed students thinking about what clothing they wore and how they comported themselves in public.
The role of the lecturer and the nature of the student-lecturer relationship in this course were unusual. The students spoke about their relationship with the lecturer as more like one with a mentor than like one with a lecturer. The lecturer allowed students to drop by his office without an appointment to talk about their project and any roadblocks encountered. Emails received a quick reply. Although in three years no student used this, the lecturer gave them his home telephone number to ensure that any serious situation that might otherwise give rise to ethical concerns could receive urgent intervention.
Abstract Learning versus the Real World
Four weeks into the third year of the course, two assignments-the literature review and the students' reflective journals-revealed evidence of research mindedness in the students' behavior.
As had happened in the two previous years of the course, students' workin this case the literature review-was critiqued by the lecturer. This year, however, the students' next step was noticeably different, in that many groups of students responded to the critique by improving their literature review. A number of groups' literature review annotations were initially presented for grading in a pedestrian manner, with the reviewed works listed either alphabetically or chronologically. The critique suggested instead some form of thematic analysis. One example was a literature review on a community garden, for which the lecturer suggested themes organized around nutrition, community involvement, education, and so on, as this was likely be more useful to the client. In later classroom discussions, this group of students mentioned a sense of pride when presenting the revised literature review to their client. In previous years, it had taken the full 12 weeks of the semester for students to begin to exhibit this type of research mindedness. This earlier development, only four weeks into the course, is understood as primarily resulting from the dismantling of the supportive scaffolding, as described earlier.
The students in the third year of the class collectively gave their permission for the author to present and discuss their reflective journals in this chapter. To test the belief that students had begun to act autonomously and responsibly for their projects, students were asked to complete their second reflective journal by comparing the intermediate research methods course they had taken the previous year with this internship course. Both courses were taught by the same lecturer and had a similar format, with a literature review, creation of a research instrument, and a final report or product. The main difference was that the intermediate research methods course was abstract-a typical sociology course. The internship course, by contrast, involved working for a client-very different from most sociological educational offerings. (It should be noted that the intermediate course provided important prior learning without which the students could not have engaged in the next level course. The internship course was intended not to replace that course but to build on that prior learning.)
In a nutshell, students' journals characterized the internship course as being "real," in comparison with the more abstract research methods course. They described the internship course as nonlinear, cyclical, somewhat vague, less structured, and mirroring real life in the ways it was constrained by finite resources of time, money, and a practical final output. It involved learning on the job. The level of teamwork required was also mentioned as a major difference and was seen as both novel and rewarding.
The key words that students used to describe the internship course and its difference from the intermediate research methods course were "accountability" and, to a lesser extent, "responsibility." The journal entries differentiated between what the lecturer wanted and what the client needed and showed an understanding that the client wanted something usable. Students had to negotiate their course requirements in a context where their overriding duty was to consider and respect the interests of clients. This focus embodied research mindedness.
The following excerpts from the students' reflective journals are illustrative of both the real-life nature of the course and the sense of accountability:
While there feels like there is less of a workload in the internship class, it also feels more stressful because I am actually accountable to other people, including my client, my lecturer and my [study] partner-as well as the university itself.
The internship mirrors "real life." We are tasked with meeting an actual client, deciphering their needs and what we can do to benefit their organization . . . Actual research is carried out in the internship rather than just theorized about and the final product that is produced will have real consequences for the relevant organization it is produced for.
The internship is non-linear in that we are not fixed as to what stage is next, we have to (and can only) move forward when we are able to do so, dependent on real life factors such as client availability and ethics approval.
In the [intermediate research methods course] I never had to fully think through the consequences of my actions because they were only theoretical. In the internship I am constantly required to think through what is actually a practical method of doing things, and I have to take into account things like cost, time, and ethics-these aspects of study were limitless in previous course because there was to be no practical application of the study. Overall, the internship feels like a much more real-life, work experience type class, where I am learning the practical side of sociology, rather than the all theory based learning.
Some students saw the internship as the most enjoyable class they had taken. Equally, the journals reflected the fears they experienced. They used an array of adjectives to describe their engagement with the project: nerveracking, uncomfortable, petrifying, character building, and humbling:
The consequences are much greater if something goes wrong. You are letting more people down. And in this sense the internship is a bit more challenging and scary.
The internship has been a very humbling experience. I have come to realize that things I thought I knew or thought I could do and say, could in actuality put the validity of my research into question. In the internship the consequences of my actions are not just reflected on me, but could affect my [study] partner, my client, and perhaps even our research participants as well.
The internship is petrifying because you are responsible for your three people-the lecturer, client, and partner. Maybe there is a fourth master as you also want to make a difference with your project for the community.
The source of the accountability was the three or four "masters" that this student referred to (above): the lecturer, the clients, the study partner, and the wider community. Students were especially inspired by this relationship with the wider community. They saw that they were connected to a public sociology, as they saw themselves having the potential to make a difference. One wrote, "The most important thing about the internship is that I actually feel like I am making a difference, with the possibility of helping the community."
Students also noted the greater degree of independence that was demanded of them. This was challenging, but this also helped in the building of confidence:
Students are not directed on what to do by the lecturer but instead are expected to be a lot more independent in the approach they take to their work. Thus, the students themselves do most of the teaching and learning themselves.
This sole responsibility encourages you to put all effort into the project to reach your full potential, because you feel that if you succeed in this paper you have the basic knowledge and confidence to complete projects in the future.
As was described above in relation to the literature review, the reflective journals demonstrate that students in this third year of the course achieved a research mindedness after only four weeks that had previously taken the full 12 weeks of the semester. This rapid socialization into research mindedness was achieved because of the removal of much of the well-intentioned but ultimately counterproductive scaffolding that had initially been put in place to streamline the course.
Conclusion
The reflective process used throughout the internship course was very useful to the students because it enabled them to trace their personal milestones. These reflections produced insights into how to position this course in relation not only to the previous intermediate research methods course but also to the real world. As noted in the opening paragraphs of this chapter, one student astutely saw the intermediate research methods course as preschool and this internship as elementary school. This student captured the stepping-stones of research and of how this course fitted into the students' future learning. The students were certainly becoming research minded, but they were still some way from being fully fledged independent researchers. Overall, the internship was experienced as real and not as an abstract or theoretical process. It built on the intermediate course with real-world experiences, where actions had implications for people and organizations. By dealing with the real world with good supports and accountability, students enhanced their skills and capacities for future employment.
The course lecturer also benefitted from his experiences in the course. Through his involvement with students' projects, he was exposed to his own local community in ways that were personally challenging and sometimes overwhelming. He was pushed to an enhanced experiential understanding of public sociology; this can only serve to make him a better researcher.
Reflective Questions
1. How do you define research mindedness? Looking back, do you think you have experienced the development of progressive research mindedness up until the present time? 2. Can you identify and describe experiential turning points, being experiences that significantly promoted your development of research mindedness? 3. Can you identify key elements in these experiences that led to your development of increased research mindedness, such as realizing the practical impacts of your studies, the consequences of mistakes, or the encouragement of a mentor? 4. What steps can you take, and what resources do you think might assist you, to continue to develop your research mindedness?
